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Research has shown that priming one’s racial identity can alter a biracial individuals’
social behavior, but can such priming also influence their speech? Language is often
used as a marker of one’s social group membership and studies have shown that social
context can affect the style of language that a person chooses to use, but this work has
yet to be extended to the biracial population. Audio clips were extracted from a previous
study involving biracial Black/White participants who had either their Black or White
racial identity primed. Condition-blind coders rated Black-primed biracial participants as
sounding significantly more Black and White-primed biracial participants as sounding
significantly more White, both when listening to whole (Study 1a) and thin-sliced (Study
1b) clips. Further linguistic analyses (Studies 2a–c) were inconclusive regarding the
features that differed between the two groups. Future directions regarding the need
to investigate the intersections between social identity priming and language behavior
with a biracial lens are discussed.
Keywords: biracial identity, priming, language, speech perceptions, styleswitching
Introduction
People havemultiple social identities based on groupmemberships, social roles, and aﬃliations that
can become more or less salient over time and across context (i.e., race, gender, age, occupation).
This kind of social identity priming can be understood from the perspective of social identity theory
(Tajfel and Turner, 1986) which states that an individual’s self-concept is deﬁned based on one’s
perceived group membership. Moreover, one’s social identity has been proven to be an important
source of self-esteem, behavior, one’s sense of belonging, and purpose in the social world (Tajfel and
Turner, 1986; Correll and Park, 2005). Social identity priming reveals that the salience of various
identities can easily be swayed by cues in the environment. For example, we may identify more with
our occupation when at work, but when at home other aspects of our identities (e.g., as parents or
spouses) may become more salient. Similarly, chronic or momentary cues to our racial, ethnic,
gender, or occupational identity may also subtly inﬂuence our behavior.
Research has explored a variety of contexts that can prime one’s social identity. However,
there is a particularly understudied population within the social identity theory framework—
biracial individuals (those with parents from two diﬀerent racial backgrounds). Recent research
has highlighted the fact that that social context can signiﬁcantly alter how biracial individuals
racially identify, forcing them to navigate between their diﬀerent racial identities subconsciously
(e.g., Chiao et al., 2006; Cheng and Lee, 2009; for a review see Gaither, 2015). More speciﬁcally,
a simple racial identity priming task has been shown to aﬀect how much biracial Black/White
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individuals identify and socially interact with other Black or
White people (Gaither et al., 2013). Therefore it is clear that
racial identity is a psychological mechanism that elicits changes
on biracial individuals’ behavior. We know that a biracial per-
son’s identiﬁcation is inﬂuenced by a number of contextual and
interpersonal variables including the racial group membership of
one’s interaction partner. But what remains unknown is whether
this shift in identity caused by racial priming can also shape
other aspects of the way biracial individuals express their iden-
tity such as their verbal behavior independent of the race of their
interaction partner.
In fact, language is one of the most prominent means of
expressing one’s social identity. Previous work has shown that
context can inﬂuence one’s language use, suggesting a degree
of malleability similar to other manifestations of identity (e.g.,
Giles and Johnson, 1981, 1987; Gumperz, 1982; Ochs, 1993;
Pennebaker et al., 2003). Unfortunately, while it is clear that
language use is inﬂuenced by one’s social context, the spe-
ciﬁc mechanisms by which social identity inﬂuences language
use in the moment are not clear. This is partly a result of
the fact that research in the social psychological and sociolin-
guistic domains has typically proceeded independently of each
other. Generally speaking, social psychologists probe the social
and cognitive factors involved in the formation and expres-
sion of identity while sociolinguists investigate the systematic
ways that language use varies between diﬀerent social groups
and contexts. Unfortunately, very little interaction exists between
these literatures, despite the fact that identity strongly mani-
fests itself through language use, which can substantially vary
based on social aﬃliation. The goal of the present investi-
gation was to begin to bridge these disciplines and explore
the speciﬁc cognitive mechanisms that support the connection
between social identity and language. To do so, we focused
on the speech of a group that regularly moves between diﬀer-
ent social identities—the biracial Black/White population (e.g.,
Chiao et al., 2006; Cheng and Lee, 2009; Gaither et al., 2013;
Gaither, 2015).
Both styleswitching and codeswitching are deﬁned as a
moment when people alter their speech between one or more
speaking styles. While the terms are often used interchangeably
in the literature, they diﬀer subtly. Styleswitching usually refers to
an intentional stylistic switch in speaking to align with one’s con-
text or with one’s perceived identity in a given situation whereas
codeswitching often occurs to resolve basic communicative needs
such as when a bilingual individual only knows the name of an
object in one of their languages (e.g., Labov, 1972). Therefore,
styleswitching most commonly occurs in response to one’s audi-
ence and the topic at hand and may involve all levels of linguistic
structure, with shifts in syntactic, morphological, and phono-
logical patterns as well as word choice and low-level phonetic
features (Blom and Gumperz, 1972; Gumperz, 1982). One early
theory, proposed by Labov (1996), is that speech style varies in
relation to the amount of attention paid by a speaker to his or
her speech. According to Labov (1996), speech may be gener-
ally seen to span a continuum from ‘casual’ (the speech used in
everyday situations when no attention is being paid to how one
is speaking) to ‘careful’ (e.g., the speech used when one knows
he or she is being recorded), with linguistic features associated
with formality appearing in the latter but not the former. A more
comprehensive theory was proposed by Bell (1984), who argued
that styleswitching is primarily a form of audience design, where
speakers shape their speech directly in response to the iden-
tity of their interlocutors. On this view, styleswitching is often a
form of accommodation whose purpose is to create (or in some
cases, reduce) ‘alignment’ among interlocutors (e.g., Fuller, 1993;
Bucholtz, 2009).
In fact, to date, sociolinguistic theorizing has tended to make
the external factors their object of focus. The audience design
proposal, for example, locates one’s addressees as the primary
determinants of styleswitching (e.g., Giles and Powesland, 1975;
Gumperz, 1982; Bullock and Toribio, 2009). Speakers are always
crafting (consciously or unconsciously) their speech in relation
to the social identity of one’s interlocutor. Styleswitching is also
an important means of expression for individuals who are nav-
igating multiple social or cultural identities. Benor (2012), for
example, reports that Baalei Teshuva (Jews who are becoming
more observant) styleswitch between Jewish dialects of English
as part of their “hybrid self-presentation.” This highlights how
important styleswitching is for the expression and management
of identity as well as how easily bicultural individuals can accom-
modate their speaking styles situationally based on their cur-
rent sense of self or social identity. In this vein, sociolinguistic
research has tended to investigate styleswitching by manipulating
the factors external to a speaker such as diﬀerent interlocutors,
environments, topics, and so on.
In the present study, we take this approach in a new direc-
tion by manipulating speakers’ self-concept and observing the
eﬀects on speech. This approach allows us to ask two pri-
mary questions. First, the identity priming techniques devel-
oped by social psychologists have been shown to inﬂuence
relatively high-level social processes such as behavioral ten-
dencies and social identiﬁcation; we ask whether it can also
inﬂuence relatively low-level cognitive processes like speech
style. Second, independently manipulating an individual’s self-
concept and external factors allows examination of the rela-
tive contributions of identity and environment to speech style.
If styleswitching occurs primarily in response to external fac-
tors (e.g., accommodation), we would expect an interlocutor
(and the goals one may have with regard to that interlocu-
tor) to play a decisive role in determining the occurrence and
extent of styleswitching. On the other hand, if some aspects
of style are linked in a stable way to aspects of one’s identity,
we may observe that manipulating an individual’s self-concept
can inﬂuence some aspects of their speech, irrespective of their
interlocutors.
To explore these questions, we tested whether priming one
of a biracial Black/White individual’s racial identities inﬂuences
ordinary, spontaneous speech. In an earlier study (Gaither et al.,
2013) self-identiﬁed biracial Black/White individuals living in the
greater Boston area were recruited for an in-lab videotaped social
interaction study with either a Black or White interaction partner
where they discussed aﬃrmative action. Before this interaction,
participants were randomly assigned to write for 7 min about the
racial identity of one of their parents: either their White parent or
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their Black parent (see Chiao et al., 2006). Gaither et al. (2013)
showed this prime signiﬁcantly aﬀected participants’ levels of
racial identiﬁcation in accordance with the racial prime: biracial
Black-primed participants identiﬁed more with other Black peo-
ple while White-primed participants identiﬁed more with other
White people. Additionally, this racial prime altered social behav-
ior: participants primed with the same racial identity as that of
their interaction partner (i.e., White prime and White interac-
tion partner) had signiﬁcantly more positive interactions (i.e.,
lower levels of anxiety and increased eye contact) than partic-
ipants who had the opposite racial identity primed (i.e., White
prime and Black interaction partner). Considered together these
ﬁndings critically demonstrate that racial identity priming inﬂu-
enced the self-concept of the biracial participants, inﬂuencing
in turn their explicit and implicit social behavior. To deter-
mine whether this shift also inﬂuences linguistic behavior (i.e.,
induces styleswitching), the conversations between these partici-
pants and their interaction partners were analyzed in the present
study.
As mentioned before, dialects or ‘varieties’ of languages can
diﬀer at all levels of linguistic structure, from the principles that
govern sentence formation down to the speciﬁcs of how various
sounds are articulated. While regional variation is perhaps the
most generally recognized (and oldest studied) form of linguistic
variation, linguistic features are also known to co-vary with racial
and ethnic identity (e.g., Boberg, 2004; Slomanson and Newman,
2004; Szakay, 2008; Newman and Wu, 2011; Benor, 2012). These
features are not biologically determined (just as regional vari-
ants are not biologically determined) rather they represent par-
ticular linguistic principles learned (implicitly or explicitly) by
particular communities of individuals. Given these correlations,
listeners often use linguistic features to make inferences about
a speaker’s social identity. While some inferences may relate to
social stereotypes (that is, cultural values may become associated
with particular features, e.g., Johnson and Buttny, 1982; Koch
et al., 2001, see Baugh, 2003 and Cavanaugh, 2005 for reviews)
other inferences may simply relate to the ﬁne-grained statistical
co-variation of linguistic features and identity (e.g., Labov et al.,
2006; Warren et al., 2007; Smith et al., 2010; Newman and Wu,
2011).
Relatedly, past work has also shown that listeners are
extremely accurate in identifying Black versus White speakers
(for a review, see Thomas and Reaser, 2004) and research has sug-
gested that there are phonetic characteristics that listeners asso-
ciate with African American speech (e.g., Walton and Orlikoﬀ,
1994; Purnell et al., 1999). Therefore, we hypothesized that partic-
ipants primed with their Black identity would sound more ‘Black’
and those primed with their White identity would sound more
‘White’ to outside listeners. In Studies 1a,b, naive coders were
recruited to assess whether identity priming does in fact shape
biracial individuals’ speech. Inspired by our ﬁndings, we also
sought to determine the dimensions along which identity prim-
ing can shape biracial Black/White individuals’ style. Therefore,
in Studies 2a–c we investigated whether identity priming inﬂu-
ences the degree to which such individuals utilize common lin-
guistic features of African American English (AAE). Together, the
goal of these studies was to shed light not only on the relationship
between the cognitive construct of identity and language use but
also how this identity can interact with the speciﬁcs of linguistic
knowledge.
Study 1a – Full Audio Coding
Method
Audio clips were extracted from each of 56 interactions to include
only the voice of the biracial participant. This previous study
was university IRB approved and informed consent was obtained
from all participants. No utterances of the confederate’s voice
were extracted to ensure that only the voice of the biracial par-
ticipant would be coded. Some audio could not be extracted
either due to poor audio quality (n = 10) or an inability to cut
out all occurrences of hearing the confederate’s voice (n = 2),
resulting in a ﬁnal sample of 44 3–4 min clips (12 Black-primed
females, 12 White-primed females, 13 Black-primed males, seven
White-primed males).
As our main dependent variable, four coders (two female; two
White, one Asian, and one biracial Asian/White) rated each audio
clip. These coders were research assistants who had no linguis-
tic training and therefore represented how the average person
would perceive these biracial speakers. While these research assis-
tants were blind to condition and hypotheses, they were still
knowledgeable about the various ways that Blacks andWhites are
stereotyped—including the nature of their speech. Therefore, in
line with how the average listener would hear diﬀerent types of
speech, coders rated each audio clip for how stereotypically Black
to White participants sounded using a scale of 1 (very Black) to
7 (very White). In case a speaker’s position on aﬃrmative action
(the topic of the conversations) inﬂuenced perceived race, coders
also rated the speaker’s perceived position on aﬃrmative action 1
(very opposed) to 7 (very in favor). Lastly, to ensure that there were
no diﬀerences in how anxious participants sounded (which could
be equated with various prejudicial attributions such as being
nervous or unprepared), coders also rated participants on how
anxious to calm they sounded using a scale of 1 (very anxious) to
7 (very calm).
Results
Across the four coders, one average rating was calculated for
each rated item to create on rating per item (sounding Black:
intraclass r = 0.63; sounding in favor of aﬃrmative action:
intraclass r = 0.81; sounding anxious: intraclass r = 0.75).
As expected, Black-primed participants were rated as sounding
signiﬁcantly more Black (M = 3.26, SD = 0.73) than White-
primed participants (M = 3.78, SD = 0.73), t(42) = 2.33,
p = 0.025, r = 0.34. Black-primed participants were also
rated as sounding signiﬁcantly more in favor of aﬃrmative
action (M = 4.44, SD = 0.90) than White-primed partic-
ipants (M = 3.95, SD = 0.61), t(42) = 2.05, p = 0.046,
r = 0.30. Furthermore, ratings of sounding more White were
also found to be positively correlated with sounding more
opposed to aﬃrmative action, r = 0.54, p < 0.01. To exam-
ine whether the biracial individuals’ stance on aﬃrmative action
may have inﬂuenced coders’ judgments as to whether the speaker
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sounded more Black or White, the coder’s ratings of sound-
ing more in favor of aﬃrmative action were included a as a
covariate in a subsequent analysis. When doing so, the per-
ceived group diﬀerences of Black-primed participants sounding
more Black and White-primed participants as sounding more
White was no longer statistically signiﬁcant, F(1,41) = 2.04,
p = 0.16.
There was no signiﬁcant diﬀerence on sounding more anxious
between Black-primed (M = 3.93, SD= 1.04) andWhite-primed
participants (M = 3.97, SD = 0.89), t(42) = 0.15, p = 0.88
[see Figure 1 showing the original Gaither et al. (2013) study
racial identiﬁcation results and these results]. Lastly, perceived
phenotypicality ratings (degree of Black facial characteristics; see
Maddox, 2004) of the biracial participants that were collected
in the original study did not aﬀect these outcomes. Therefore,
appearing more physically Black did not aﬀect how Black par-
ticipants sounded.
Crucially, a 2 (primed identity: Black, White) × 2 (race of
partner: Black, White) ANOVA revealed no interaction between
identity prime and the race of one’s interaction partner on sound-
ing more White to Black, F(1,40) = 0.15, p = 0.70. This suggests
that the racial identity prime was strong enough to aﬀect ver-
bal behavior for biracial Black/White individuals irrespective of
the race of their interlocutor, suggesting for the ﬁrst time that
styleswitching does not solely occur based on one’s interlocutor
(or one’s goals with respect to the interlocutor). However, par-
ticipants in this previous study were all racially primed before
the interaction, meaning we still do not know if the race of one’s
interaction partner would aﬀect biracial speech when a biracial
person’s identity is not explicitly primed. Therefore, future work
should further explore the eﬀects of interlocutors on biracial
speech.
In sum, this study demonstrates that racial identity prim-
ing not only aﬀects social behavior, but it also inﬂuences how
Black or White a biracial individual speaks. However, despite
our eﬀorts at control, it is possible that coders may have relied
on perceived positions on aﬃrmative action when making their
FIGURE 1 | These means show the original self-reported racial
identification of Black- and White-primed biracial participants from
Gaither et al. (2013) in addition to the ratings from Study 1a. Lower
numbers reflect identifying with or sounding more Black; higher numbers
reflect identifying with or sounding more White and more in favor of affirmative
action and anxious sounding; error bars represent SE; ∗denotes significant
differences between priming groups.
judgments of how Black/White they sounded. Therefore, in an
eﬀort to eliminate this possibility, Study 1b recoded these clips
after eliminating all aﬃrmative action related content.
Study 1b – Thin Slice Audio Coding
Method
Using a thin slicing approach (see Ambady et al., 2006 for simi-
lar methods), the same audio clips from Study 1a were shortened
to 10–20 s segments that excluded all speciﬁc mention of aﬃr-
mative action or other minority related material to ensure that
the content of the audio clips would not be aﬀecting the rat-
ings in this second study1. Four new coders (three female; three
White, one Black) that again had no linguistic training and were
blind to condition and hypotheses rated each participant’s thin
slice audio clip on the following dimensions: (1) how stereo-
typically Black to White participants sounded using a scale of 1
(very Black) to 7 (very White); (2) how uninformed to informed
(i.e., intelligent) participants sounded on a scale of 1 (very unin-
formed) to 7 (very informed); and (3) how unsure to conﬁdent
participants sounded on a scale of 1 (very unsure) to 7 (very
confident). These last two ratings were used to explore past ﬁnd-
ings stating that voices from certain stereotyped groups tend to
evoke prejudices associated with those groups. More speciﬁcally,
past work has shown that both Black and White listeners per-
ceive Black speakers less favorably than White speakers on traits
including intelligence, conﬁdence and ambition (e.g., Johnson
and Buttny, 1982; Koch et al., 2001). Additionally, to control for
aﬀect, coders were also asked to rate how positive the speakers
sounded using a 7-point scale 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive).
Lastly, coders were asked to list what they thought the person
was talking about in order to ensure that listeners could not
infer that the participants were speaking about minority-related
issues.
Results
It is possible that a Black individual may perceive Black sounding
speech diﬀerently than non-Black listeners, and since there were
no Black coders in Studies 1a,b provided an opportunity to
explore this possibility. However, we found high reliability across
all coders regardless of their racial background, suggesting coder
race was not a factor at least under the parameters of the present
study. Therefore, an average rating was calculated for each rated
item (sounding Black: intraclass r = 0.63; sounding informed:
intraclass r = 0.72; sounding conﬁdent: intraclass r = 0.70;
sounding positive intraclass r = 0.55). As in Study 1a, Black-
primed participants were rated as sounding signiﬁcantly more
Black (M = 3.14, SD = 0.90) than White-primed participants
(M = 3.73, SD = 0.69), t(38) = 2.29, p = 0.028, r = 0.35. Black-
primed participants were also rated as sounding signiﬁcantly less
informed (M = 3.73, SD = 1.08) than White-primed partici-
pants (M = 4.36, SD = 0.80), t(38) = 2.10, p = 0.042, r = 0.32
1Four audio clips were excluded from analysis in Study 1b because there was not
a 10–20 s clip available that was free of race-related content, resulting in a ﬁnal
sample of 40 thin slice audio clips (11 Black-primed females, 12 White-primed
females, 10 Black-primed males, sevenWhite-primed males).
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and signiﬁcantly less conﬁdent (M = 3.88, SD = 1.12) than
White-primed participants (M = 4.53, SD = 0.80), t(38) = 2.09,
p = 0.043, r = 0.32. There were no diﬀerences between Black-
primed (M = 3.92, SD = 0.57) and White-primed partici-
pants (M = 4.14, SD = 0.57) on how positive they sounded,
ruling out aﬀect as a contributing factor in speech percep-
tion, t(38) = 1.22, p = 0.23. Furthermore, coders also did
not list that any of the speakers were talking about any issues
related to aﬃrmative action. Lastly, as in Study 1a, neither
phenotypicality nor the race of participants’ interaction part-
ners aﬀected these results [see Figure 2 showing the original
Gaither et al. (2013) study racial identiﬁcation results and these
results].
In sum, this study replicates ﬁndings from Study 1a in
that racially priming biracial Black/White individuals signiﬁ-
cantly aﬀects how they vocally sound to outside listeners—a
fact that is not contingent upon the content of the speech or
the racial background of the interlocutor. These results, com-
bined with those from Study 1a, indicate that internal iden-
tity primes can manifest in speech, extending biracial identity
ﬂexibility research for the ﬁrst time to verbal behavior. They
also demonstrate that external factors such as interlocutors are
not the only force that drives styleswitching behavior (e.g.,
Hartsuiker et al., 2004; Pickering and Garrod, 2004). This is
not to say that interlocutors have no eﬀect on one’s speech,
a fact that has been clearly demonstrated in many previous
studies. We will return to this issue in the Section “General
Discussion.”
Having shown that racial priming inﬂuences the speech of
biracial individuals, in Studies 2a–c, we conducted a linguis-
tic investigation to determine if there are speciﬁc grammatical
structures that diﬀered between the White- and Black-primed
participants. Dialects diﬀer from each other at all levels of lin-
guistic structure: the syntactic forms of sentences, the particular
combinations of aﬃxes used to form words, the particular sound
patterns found within words, and the basic phonetic properties of
the speech signal itself. The goal of these studies was to examine
FIGURE 2 | These means show the original self-reported racial
identification of Black- and White-primed biracial participants from
Gaither et al. (2013) in addition to Study 1b. Lower numbers reflect
identifying with or sounding more Black; higher numbers reflect identifying
with or sounding more White and more informed, more confident, and more
positive sounding; error bars represent SE; ∗denotes significant differences
between priming groups.
if certain linguistic properties may be involved in the styleswitch-
ing for biracial Black/White individuals. Since our participants
were biracial Black/White, we contrasted the use of features com-
monly found in AAE (typically spoken by Black individuals,
though by no means exclusively) and ‘General’ American English
(GAE; a catchall term we use here as a proxy for the varieties of
English most commonly spoken by White Americans). Study 2a
investigated whether the speech of the Black- and White-primed
participants diﬀered in their syntactic and morphological prop-
erties, that is, features relating to the order of words in a sentence
and the use of preﬁxes and suﬃxes to encode grammatical fea-
tures. For example, the absence of the copula (e.g., ‘he crazy’) and
the use of aspectual markers such as bin (e.g., ‘he bin working’)
are common in AAE but not GAE and could serve as mark-
ers of Black identity (e.g., Rickford and McNair-Knox, 1994).
In Study 2b, we investigated whether the two groups exhibited
any diﬀerences in their use of a set of phoneme-level phono-
logical patterns. Lastly, in Study 2c we examined whether the
Black- and White-primed participants diﬀered in their use of a
number of handful low-level phonetic properties (e.g., pitch). To
anticipate the results, we found no diﬀerences in the use of these
features.
Study 2a – Investigating
Morpho-Syntactic Features
Method
Transcripts of the thin-sliced audio clips from Study 1b were
prepared by four transcribers naive to the purpose of the study.
Each audio clip was transcribed word-for-word and false starts,
disﬂuencies, ﬁlled pauses, and salient unﬁlled pauses were also
included. As an example, the transcript for Participant 73 was
as follows: “and, uhhhh, (pause) I haven’t really thought that
much about it because it’s never really directly aﬀectedmy life. . ..”
Standard orthography was used for all words (e.g., running, not
running).
The written transcripts aﬀorded us the opportunity to directly
investigate whether there were diﬀerences in the syntactic ormor-
phological patterns of the groups’ speech. By using transcripts, we
isolated syntactic and morphological information while exclud-
ing phonological and phonetic factors from consideration. Ten
coders who were blind to the purpose of the study were recruited
to read and rate the transcripts individually using the same scales
as Study 1b.
Results
An average rating was calculated for each coded item and no
signiﬁcant diﬀerences by racial prime were found for (1) sound-
ing more Black, (2) more informed, or (3) more conﬁdent (all
ts < 0.54, all ps > 0.59). Therefore, we can infer that the diﬀer-
ences perceived by the coders in Studies 1a,b are driven primarily
by phonological properties and not the syntactic, morphologi-
cal, or semantic content of the thin-slices. That is, these results
suggest that the phonological and phonetic properties of the
biracial participants’ speech are the dominant dimensions of
styleswitching in these individuals.
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Study 2b – Phoneme-Level Features
Method
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to
which the styleswitching of the Black- and White-primed groups
involved categorical phonological patterns. Varieties of the same
language frequently diﬀer in which sounds appear in diﬀerent
environments. For example, American English speakers typi-
cally pronounce /t/ as a tap—[R], a rapidly articulated voiced
consonant that sounds similar to [d]—when it appears between
two vowels (compare the /t/ of note [noUt] to that of notable
[noUR@b@l] or pity [pIRi]). In contrast, speakers of the Cockney
variety of British English frequently pronounce intervocalic /t/
with a glottal stop—[P], the voiceless stop in the middle of
uh–oh—such as in the word pity [pIRi]. For the present study,
four phonological patterns were identiﬁed that are not exclusive
to AAE but are less common in GAE, particularly the vari-
ety spoken in the Boston area. These patterns were: interdental
fricative substitution (e.g., GAE/AAE: these [ðiz]/[diz], brother
[br2ðÄ]/[br2v@]), ‘g-dropping’ (e.g., running [r2nIN]/[r2nIn]),
ﬁnal cluster reduction (e.g., desk [dEsk]/[dEs]); and ﬁnal /l/- and
/r/-deletion (e.g., sore [sOr]/[sO]; all [Ol]/[O])2. Although cluster
reduction may aﬀect all word-ﬁnal clusters, we excluded: (1) clus-
ters ending in /t/ and /d/ (e.g., fast, bend) since these sounds
are frequently deleted in all varieties of American English (e.g.,
Patrick, 1999) and the size of our sample didn’t allow us to quan-
titatively distinguish between varieties; and (2) clusters ending in
/s/ and /z/ since these clusters are rather unlikely to be reduced.
Two trained linguists blind to participant priming condition
(Calvin L. Gidney and Ariel M. Cohen-Goldberg) conducted the
present analysis. The ﬁrst step was to identify all words in the
thin-sliced transcripts that could possibly undergo the phono-
logical rules listed above. For example, ‘g-dropping’ can only be
observed in words that contain a word-ﬁnal /N/. The coders then
compared their ratings and attempted to resolve any disagree-
ments by repeated review of the tokens. In total, 339 words were
identiﬁed that could possibly undergo one of the four phono-
logical patterns described above, an average of 8.4 words per
participant.
Results
The coders initially disagreed on the coding of 17 of the 339
cases and were able to resolve all but four of the disagreements.
We report the data with these remaining cases excluded. Overall,
96% of the tokens were coded as having a GAE pronunciation.
AAE pronunciations were observed in 4/28 potential cases of ‘g-
dropping,’ 8/116 potential cases of /l,r/-deletion, 1/38 potential
cases of ﬁnal cluster reduction, and 0/153 potential cases of inter-
dental fricative substitution. In addition, two cases of unstressed
syllable deletion and two cases of monophthongization were inci-
dentally observed. These AAE features were observed in only
2Although /r/-deletion is common in the varieties of English spoken in New
England, we included it in our analysis since it is less common among younger
speakers and speakers with more education (Irwin and Nagy, 2007), demograph-
ics that described the majority of our biracial participants. Further, /l/-deletion is
uncommon in New England, making it potentially diagnostic of African American
English (AAE).
nine of the 40 participants and the use of AAE phonological fea-
tures did not diﬀer across the two priming groups: ﬁve of the
participants (nine observed AAE features) were in the White-
prime condition while four participants (ﬁve observed AAE fea-
tures) were in the Black-primed condition. Lastly, seven of the
nine participants who produced AAE pronunciations used only
one pattern; the other two used two patterns. On average, par-
ticipants in the White prime condition produced more slightly
more segments with the AAE variant (M = 4.3%, SD = 10%)
than participants in the Black prime condition (M = 3.3%,
SD = 7%) of the time but this diﬀerence was not signiﬁcant
t(38) = 0.36; p = 72; d = 0.12. These results suggest that the
speech of Black- and White-primed individuals was not pri-
marily distinguished by the four discrete sound-level properties
examined here.
Study 2c – Phonetic Features
Fundamentally, speech is a physical act involving the coordina-
tion of many diﬀerent components of the vocal tract. Most speech
sounds used in the world’s languages begin with the controlled
exhalation of air from the lungs. During this process, the vocal
folds rapidly open and close, adding periodic energy—voicing—
to the airstream. Voicing plays an important role in many speech
sounds and the frequency of vocal fold vibration determines
the pitch of one’s voice. Speakers then move the tongue, lips,
and velum in a highly coordinated fashion to further shape the
airstream, producing individual speech sounds. The speciﬁc ways
that sounds are physically articulated diﬀer across languages and
dialects/varieties and thus form part of a speaker’s knowledge
of his or her language. In this study we examined ﬁve pho-
netic features that have previously been described as diﬀering to
some degree between AAE and GAE: jitter, shimmer, harmonics-
to-noise ratio (HNR), utterance-wide pitch, and the degree of
monophthongization in the vowel /aI/.
Jitter and shimmer quantify the magnitude of the variation
in the timing and intensity (frequency and amplitude), respec-
tively, of consecutive vocal fold closures while HNR quantiﬁes
the amount of noise in the speech signal. Walton and Orlikoﬀ
(1994) reported that speakers of AAE tend to exhibit more jitter
and shimmer than speakers of GAE while Purnell et al. (1999)
reported that AAE speakers tend to exhibit reduced HNR rela-
tive to GAE speakers. Other studies have reported that AAE and
GAE speakers may diﬀer in the extent to which their pitch (the
highness or lowness of one’s voice, deﬁned as the fundamental
frequency of vocal fold vibration) may vary across an utterance.
Loman (1975) and Jun and Foreman (1996) report that AAE
speakers tend to exhibit greater changes in pitch across utterances
than GAE speakers.
Finally, AAE is known to exhibit a greater degree of monoph-
thongization than many (but not all) varieties of English spo-
ken by White Americans. Vowels can generally be classiﬁed as
monophthongs—vowels such as /i/ (feet), /I/ (fit), or /u/ (food)
that involve a static placement of the lips and tongue—and diph-
thongs, which are vowels such as /aI/ (time), /aU/ (pout), and /OI/
(toy) that involve a trajectory of the tongue and possible change in
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lip rounding. Monophthongization is the tendency in Southern
U.S. and African American dialects for diphthongs to be pro-
nounced as monophthongs (e.g., pronouncing the /aI/ in time
as [a:]). AAE speakers are more likely to exhibit monophthon-
gized vowels than GAE speakers (Fasold and Wolfram, 1970).
Interestingly Hay et al. (1999) analyzed recordings of The Oprah
Winfrey Show and found that Winfrey was signiﬁcantly more
likely to monophthongize /aI/ when introducing an upcoming
African American guest than a non-African American guest. The
fact that monophthongization may occur when the interlocutor is
not present suggests that it may be a good candidate for the sort
of styleswitching being investigated in the present study3.
Method
Jitter, Shimmer, HNR, and Pitch
The same thin-slice audio clips from Study 1b were used and
all phonetic measurements were conducted using the Praat soft-
ware package (Boersma and Weenink, 2013). The speech data
were prepared for analysis by ﬁrst extracting pitch and harmonic-
ity data for the entirety of each clip. Pitch was measured using
a forward cross-correlational method for the jitter and shim-
mer analyses and an autocorrelational method (Boersma, 1993)
for the pitch analysis. Harmonicity data for the HNR analyses
were measured using a forward cross-correlational method. The
cross-correlational and autocorrelational techniques are recom-
mended for voice and intonation analyses, respectively. Phonetic
measurements were performed in two ways. In the ﬁrst analysis
phonetic measurements were taken over the entire clip, produc-
ing a single value for jitter, shimmer, etc. for each subject. T-tests
were then used to determine whether the means of these mea-
surements diﬀered by priming condition (Black Prime, White
Prime). Subsequently, a more ﬁne-grained analysis was con-
ducted. First, all of the vowels in each clip were automatically
identiﬁed and transcribed using the Penn Phonetics Lab Forced
Aligner (Yuan and Liberman, 2008). The phonetic measurements
were then performed for each vowel, giving multiple values for
each subject. These ﬁne-grained data were then analyzed using
linear mixed-eﬀects regressions (described below) which pro-
vided greater power and allowed us to control for a number of
important nuisance variables.
Monophthongization
The degree to which a vowel is articulated as a monophthong or
diphthong can be assessed acoustically by examining the ﬁrst and
second formants. Formants are the frequencies of the speech sig-
nal that have the highest energy—the lowest such spectral peak
is called the ﬁrst formant (‘F1’) while the next lowest is called
the second formant (‘F2’). For this analysis, we examined the
vowel /aI/ obtained from tokens of the ﬁrst person pronoun I.
In the diphthong /aI/, F1 generally falls in frequency over the
course of the vowel while F2 generally rises, consistent with the
tongue moving higher and farther forward, respectively, over the
3It is important to note that Winfrey’s monophthongization is likely the prod-
uct of unconscious sociolinguistic styleswitching as well as conscious performative
eﬀort. It thus may be diﬃcult to generalize these results to speakers in ordinary
conversational situations.
course of vowel articulation. In contrast, F1 and F2 remain rela-
tively unchanged in frequency the course of the monopthongized
counterpart of this vowel, /a/. Since a vowel’s formant structure
is inﬂuenced by its neighboring sounds, we sought to standardize
the measurements by measuring the same word in each partic-
ipant. In the end, all measurements were made from the ﬁrst
person pronoun I since this word was uttered by nearly all of the
participants.
Results
Jitter, Shimmer, HNR, and Pitch
T-tests of clip-wide values revealed no signiﬁcant diﬀerences
across the Black- and White-primed participants: the average
jitter (measured as Relative Average Perturbation) for Black-
primed participants (M = 0.016, SD = 0.01) did not diﬀer from
White-primed participants (M = 0.017, SD= 0.01), t(36) = 0.24,
p = 0.81; d = −0.10; the average shimmer (local, db) for Black-
primed (M = 1.63, SD = 0.11) and White-primed participants
(M = 1.62, SD = 0.11) did not diﬀer, t(36) = 0.291, p = 0.77;
d = 0.09; and the average HNR for Black-primed (M = 5.57,
SD= 1.24) andWhite-primed participants (M= 5.73, SD= 1.40)
also did not diﬀer, t(36) = 0.37, p = 0.72; d = −0.12. Lastly,
there were no diﬀerences in the degree of pitch variation (average
SD) between Black-primed (M = 35.39, SD = 14.13) and White-
primed participants (M = 41.30, SD = 27.53), t(36) = 0.87,
p = 0.39; d = −0.27, but a marginally signiﬁcant diﬀerence
was found in minimum pitch, with Black-primed participants
(M = 83.35, SD = 20.39) having a lower minimum pitch
than White-primed participants (M = 100.17, SD = 35.69),
t(36) = 1.81, p = 0.08; d = −0.58.
The data were then analyzed on a token-by-token basis using
linear mixed-eﬀects modeling, a form of multiple regression
where random eﬀects may be entered into the model along with
ﬁxed eﬀects. This technique allowed us to account for the fact
that the participants’ speech varied in a number of ways (e.g.,
number of tokens, distribution and duration of vowels) and
were non-independent in that each participant produced mul-
tiple tokens. For these analyses, each dependent variable was
modeled as a function of a set of six ﬁxed eﬀects: Vowel (as coded
by the Penn Aligner, Baseline = ‘AA’), Token Ordinal Position
within the thin-slice clip, Vowel Stress (Unstressed = −1,
Stressed = +1), Vowel Duration (measured in milliseconds),
Speaker Sex (Male = −1, Female = +1), and Speaker Priming
Condition (White Prime = −1, Black Prime = +1). In addi-
tion, the maximal random eﬀects structure that would reliably
converge was included in the model. Random intercepts for
Participant and Word and random slopes for stress and duration
(grouped by participant) were included in each model. Under
this approach, any signiﬁcant result is signiﬁcant by both par-
ticipants and items. Outliers were removed before analysis by
ﬁtting the model to the data and removing any data points
whose standardized residual was greater than ±2.5 (Baayen,
2008).
The results of the six analyses are presented in Table 1, which
reports the beta weight estimate, SE of the estimate, and t-value
for each ﬁxed eﬀect. The number of tokens varies across anal-
yses since the diﬀerent measurements could not be made on
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all tokens (e.g., failure to estimate a token’s fundamental fre-
quency). Generally speaking, predictors with t-values ≥ 2 are
signiﬁcant in models with large datasets such as the ones reported
here (in the table predictors with t-values ≥ 2 are highlighted;
signiﬁcant results for vowel identity are not highlighted for clar-
ity). Although all of the nuisance variables were signiﬁcant in at
least one model, Priming Condition was never signiﬁcant. This
provides additional support that that the identity prime manipu-
lation did not signiﬁcantly inﬂuence the speakers’ jitter, shimmer,
HNR, or pitch.
Monophthongization
Measurements were obtained from the token of I judged to be
acoustically clearest for each participant. Five participants did not
produce the pronoun I during the thin slice and were excluded
from these analyses; two additional participants were excluded
due to excessive noise during the articulation of the pronoun
(three Black-primed; four White-primed). Tokens were normal-
ized for length by dividing each vowel into 10 equal time points.
Formant measurements were made using Praat’s automatic for-
mant tracker augmented with hand-speciﬁed parameters for
number of formants and frequency ceiling. Monophthongization
was measured by calculating the diﬀerence between F2 and F1
at each of the 10 time points and ﬁtting a regression line to
these diﬀerences. A positive slope of the regression line would
indicate that the diﬀerence between F2 and F1 grew over time
(consistent with articulation as a diphthong), a negative slope
would indicate that the diﬀerence became smaller over time,
and a slope near 0 would indicate no change over time (con-
sistent with articulation as a monophthong). An independent
samples t-tests revealed no diﬀerence in average slope between
Black-primed (M = 34.29, SD = 28.47) and White-primed par-
ticipants (M = 45.56, SD = 31.67), t(29) = 1.04, p = 0.31;
d = −0.37.
General Discussion
Our results demonstrate for the ﬁrst time that the experimental
manipulation of a social psychological variable (racial identiﬁca-
tion) leads to a real-time shift in speaking style. As demonstrated
by Gaither et al. (2013), biracials are sensitive to these primes in
guiding their behavior. In this paper, we show that this inﬂuence
extends to their patterns of speech, with implications for how
they may be perceived by others. Sounding black is suﬃcient to
activate cultural stereotypes, potentially biasing subsequent eval-
uations (e.g., Johnson and Buttny, 1982; Koch et al., 2001). These
results hold important theoretical and methodological implica-
tions for both the social psychological and sociolinguistic liter-
atures. First, the demonstration that momentary shifts in social
identity can be expressed through speech broadens our under-
standing of identity as a psychological phenomenon, indicating
that intimate links exist between social and linguistic cognitive
processes. Second, these results extend biracial identity ﬂexi-
bility research to language, highlighting another commonality
between biracial and bicultural populations through social identi-
ﬁcation and language use. Lastly, our study suggests that language
could potentially be used as an implicit index of social identiﬁca-
tion in laboratory experiments, complementing more traditional
measures such as ratings.
Our results also enrich the sociolinguistic literature. First,
they demonstrate that styleswitching can occur in response to
the internal state of the individual, not simply in response to
the individual’s environment. This suggests that at least some
components of style are stably linked to aspects of a speaker’s
identity and may manifest as those aspects become prominent.
Second, our results suggest that social psychological techniques—
identity priming in particular—may be a useful addition to the
sociolinguist’s toolbox, allowing the research to independently
manipulate speaker identity and context.
Individuals with multiracial identities face unique challenges
in navigating the social landscape by adopting speciﬁc cognitive
strategies that enable them to associate more with one racial iden-
tity as needed (e.g., Chiao et al., 2006; Bonam and Shih, 2009;
Gaither et al., 2013). We believe that the racial priming utilized
in this study is (at least temporarily) changing the internal or per-
sonal racial identiﬁcation of the participant which in turn directly
aﬀects their verbal behavior (Gaither et al., 2013). We show that
styleswitching for biracial individuals is more of a holistic phe-
nomenon since it aﬀects participants’ speech overall, not just
the words they choose to use. Furthermore, this explicit prime
causes the focus to be on one’s own identiﬁcation rather than
the group membership of the interlocutor. However, other work
suggests that additional research is needed to investigate the situ-
ational factors that may prime styleswitching abilities (Fu et al.,
2007). Future work should examine whether biracial individu-
als who are not explicitly primed naturally styleswitch based on
the racial background of their interaction partner. Furthermore,
this study included audio analysis only of biracial Black/White
individuals—it is imperative to study other mixed-race popu-
lations (especially those who grew up speaking more than just
variations of English) and other linguistic markers to investigate
whether these ﬁndings apply more generally to the mixed-race
demographic.
One particularly interesting ﬁnding is that although the
styleswitching was apparent to listeners, the speciﬁc linguistic
manifestations of this shift were less clear. This, however, has
precedent in the literature. For example, Gaudio (1994) reported
that listeners could reliably judge speakers’ sexual orientation
based on short audio passages even though he was not able to
instrumentally ﬁnd reliable phonetic diﬀerences between gay and
straight speakers (see also Moonwomon, 1985). And similar dif-
ﬁculties have been noted in identifying which features listeners
use to distinguish Asian American (Newman and Wu, 2011) and
Black speakers (Thomas and Reaser, 2004).
While it is always diﬃcult to interpret null results, we believe
a number of factors may have contributed to our failure to
instrumentally ﬁnd speciﬁc linguistic markers of Black/White
identity. The ﬁrst and most straightforward account is that par-
ticipants utilized linguistic features to indicate identity that were
simply not covered in our analysis. While we examined many
of the prominent features that distinguish these varieties (and
indeed, some that have been shown to speciﬁcally manifest
in styleswitching), many features were not analyzed and these
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gaps should be ﬁlled in future studies. Second, the Black-primed
participants exhibited many grammatical markers of GAE while
still “sounding Black” to our coders. This suggests that there
are possibly other characteristics of speech that listeners strongly
associate with African American speech that have yet to be empir-
ically documented (e.g., Walton and Orlikoﬀ, 1994; Spears, 1998;
Thomas and Reaser, 2004; see Munson, 2011 for a general discus-
sion of the diﬃculties surrounding phonetic ‘parameterization’).
Third, environmental factors may have played an important role
in shaping the linguistic competence of our biracial speakers.
While it is common for monoracial individuals to grow up in a
household where both parents speak the same dialect, this likely
was not the case for our participants. Our biracial participants
may thus have been exposed to greater heterogeneity in their
linguistic experience, causing their speech to incorporate sub-
tle shifts in speech patterns that are more diﬃcult to detect or
label empirically. There may also be heterogeneity in the way
speakers shift between Black and White speech—some speakers
may adopt particular features and not others (Zwicky, 1997). Our
analyses—and statistical tests—considered each speciﬁc feature
in isolation. Given that the properties measured in the present
analyses are rather small (typical Cohen’s d-values were ∼0.1), it
is possible that our sample size was too small to reliably detect
these diﬀerences. It is also likely that each feature contributes in a
weighted fashion to the listener’s percept of the speaker’s linguis-
tic identity, making analyses of individual features less likely to
reliably distinguish between AAE and GAE speech. For example,
while Newman and Wu (2011), identiﬁed a number of proper-
ties used by listeners to identify Asian American speakers, no
feature was used by all speakers. Thus, listeners may utilize a
mosaic of “separate pieces of individually weak evidence [. . .]
to yield a judgment” that has a high probability of being correct
(Liberman, 2010, cited in Newman andWu, 2011). Finally, it may
be that a fundamental component of navigating a Black/White
biracial identity in the U. S. is the maintenance of a subtle (rather
than overt) blend of one’s dialects (Zwicky, 1997). We oﬀer these
possibilities as avenues for future research.
Overall, these results underscore the importance of examin-
ing the intersections between social identity and all forms of
behavior—social and verbal—especially for biracial individuals
who may exhibit diﬀerent speaking strategies based on salient
racial identities.Most importantly, this work emphasizes the need
for social psychological and linguistic research to further deﬁne
their methods to include biracial populations who do not seem
to ﬁt within the currently established methods and frameworks—
frameworks that were constructed originally based on the study
of monoracial populations. This is further support that the bira-
cial population contradicts the traditional social construction
of race but extends that contradiction to language for the ﬁrst
time. With the mixed-race population estimated to be over 25%
of the total population within the next 40 years (with biracial
Black/White individuals being the most commonly reported, U.S.
Census, 2010), it is time to change our methods and frameworks
to be more in line with our changing demographic.
Author Contributions
SG and KM were responsible for the original research ques-
tion and design. AG and CG were responsible for designing and
implementing linguistic analyses. SG and AG completed all data
analysis with guidance from KM and CG All authors agreed to
be accountable for all aspects of this work and ensured its accu-
racy and integrity. All authors also signiﬁcantly contributed to the
writing and ﬁnal approval of this manuscript.
Acknowledgments
This work was supported by a NSF Graduate Research
Fellowship, a Ford Foundation Dissertation Fellowship, a Tufts
Graduate Research Award, a SPSSI Clara Mayo Grant, and
a University of Chicago Provost’s Postdoctoral Scholarship
awarded to Sarah Gaither. This project was supported in part
by a grant from the Tufts University Faculty Research Awards
Committee. We would like to thank our research assistants for
assistance on this project and BenMunson for feedback on earlier
drafts of this manuscript.
References
Ambady, N., Krabbenhoft, M. A., and Hogan, D. (2006). The 30-sec sale: using
thin-slice judgments to evaluate sales eﬀectiveness. J. Consum. Psychol. 16, 4–13
doi: 10.1207/s15327663jcp1601_2
Baayen, R. H. (2008). Analyzing Linguistic Data: A Practical Introduction
to Statistics Using R. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi:
10.1017/CBO9780511801686
Baugh, J. (2003). “Linguistic proﬁling,” in Black Linguistics: Language, Society, and
Politics in Africa and the Americas, eds S. Makoni, G. Smitherman, A. Ball, and
A. Spears (New York: Routledge), 155–168.
Bell, A. (1984). Language style as audience design. Lang. Soc. 13, 145–204. doi:
10.1017/S004740450001037X
Benor, S. (2012). Becoming Frum: How Newcomers Learn the Language and Culture
of Orthodox Judaism. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.
Blom, J. P., and Gumperz, J. J. (1972). “Social meaning in linguistic structures:
code-switching in Norway,” in Directions in Sociolinguistics, eds J. J. Gumperz
and D. Hymes (New York: Holt, Rinehart &Winston), 407–434.
Boberg, C. (2004). Ethnic patterns in the phonetics of Montreal English.
J. Sociolinguist. 8, 538–568. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9841.2004.00273.x
Boersma, P. (1993). “Accurate short-term analysis of the fundamental frequency
and the harmonics-to-noise ratio of a sampled sound,” in Proceedings of the
Institute of Phonetic Sciences (Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam), 17,
97–110.
Boersma, P., and Weenink, D. (2013). Praat: Doing Phonetics by Computer
[Computer Program]. Version 5.3.44. Available at: http://www.praat.org/
[accessed October 2011].
Bonam, C.M., and Shih, M. (2009). Exploring multiracial individuals’ comfort with
intimate interracial relationships. J. Soc. Issues 65, 87–103. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-
4560.2008.01589.x
Bucholtz, M. (2009). “From stance to style: gender, interaction, and indexicality in
Mexican immigrant youth slang,” in Stance: Sociolinguistic Perspectives, ed. A.
Jaﬀe (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 146–170.
Bullock, B. E., and Toribio, A. J. (2009). “Themes in the study of code-
switching,” in The Cambridge Handbook of Linguistic Code-Switching, eds B. E.
Bullock and A. J. Toribio (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 1–17. doi:
10.1017/CBO9780511576331.002
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10 April 2015 | Volume 6 | Article 457
Gaither et al. Priming biracial speech
Cavanaugh, J. R. (2005). Accent matters: material consequences of
sounding local in northern Italy. Lang. Commun. 25, 127–148. doi:
10.1016/j.langcom.2005.02.002
Cheng, C., and Lee, F. (2009). Multiracial identity integration: perceptions of con-
ﬂict and distance among multiracial individuals. J. Soc. Issues 65, 51–68. doi:
10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.01587.x
Chiao, J. Y., Heck, H. E., Nakayama, K., and Ambady, N. (2006). Priming race in
biracial observers aﬀects visual search for Black and White faces. Psychol. Sci.
17, 387–392. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01717.x
Correll, J., and Park, B. (2005). A model of the ingroup as a social resource. Pers.
Soc. Psychol. Rev. 9, 341–359. doi: 10.1207/s15327957pspr0904_4
Fasold, R. W., andWolfram, W. (1970). “Some linguistic features of Negro dialect,”
in Teaching Standard English in the Inner City, eds W. F. Ralph and W. S. Roger
(Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics), 41–86.
Fu, J. H.-Y., Chiu, C.-Y., Morris, M. W., and Young, M. J. (2007). Spontaneous
inferences from cultural cues: Varying responses of cultural insiders and out-
siders. J. Cross Cult. Psychol. 38, 58–75. doi: 10.1177/0022022106295443
Fuller, S. (1993). Philosophy, Rhetoric, and the End of Knowledge: The Coming of
Science and Technology Studies. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.
Gaither, S. E. (2015). “Mixed” results: multiracial research and identity explo-
rations. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 24, 114–119. doi: 10.1177/0963721414558115
Gaither, S. E., Sommers, S. R., and Ambady, N. (2013). When the half aﬀects the
whole: priming identity for biracial individuals in social interactions. J. Exp.
Soc. Psychol. 49, 368–371. doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2012.12.012
Gaudio, R. P. (1994). Pitch properties in the speech of Gay and Straight men. Am.
Speech 69, 30–57. doi: 10.2307/455948
Giles, H., and Johnson, P. (1981). “The role of language in ethnic group formation,”
in Intergroup Behavior, eds J. C. Turner and H. Giles (Oxford: Basil Blackwell),
199–243.
Giles, H., and Johnson, P. (1987). Ethnolinguistic identity theory: a social psy-
chological approach to language maintenance. Int. J. Soc. Lang. 68, 69–99. doi:
10.1515/ijsl.1987.68.69
Giles, H., and Powesland, P. (1975). Speech Style and Social Evaluation. London:
Academic Press.
Gumperz, J. J. (ed.). (1982). Language and Social Identity, Vol. 2. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Hartsuiker, R. J., Pickering, M. J., and Veltkamp, E. (2004). Is syntax sep-
arate or shared between languages? Cross-linguistic syntactic priming in
Spanish–English bilinguals. Psychol. Sci. 15, 409–414. doi: 10.1111/j.0956-
7976.2004.00693.x
Hay, J., Jannedy, S., and Mendoza-Denton, N. (1999). “Oprah and /ay/: lexical
frequency, referee design and style,” in Proceedings of the 14th International
Congress of Phonetic Sciences (Berkeley, CA: University of California), 1389–
1392.
Irwin, P., and Nagy, N. (2007). Bostonians/r/speaking: a quantitative look at (R) in
Boston.Working Papers in Linguistics (University of Pennsylvania), 13, 135–147.
Available at: http://works.bepress.com/naomi_nagy/3
Johnson, F. L., and Buttny, R. (1982). White listeners’ responses to “sounding
black” and “sounding white”: the eﬀects of message content on judgments about
language. Commun. Monogr. 49, 33–49. doi: 10.1080/03637758209376069
Jun, S., and Foreman, C., (1996). “Boundary tones and focus realization in African–
American English intonation,” in Poster Presentation, 3rd Joint Meeting of ASA
and ASJ, Honolulu, Hi.
Koch, L. M., Gross, A. M., and Kolts, R. (2001). Attitudes toward Black English and
code switching. J. Black Psychol. 27, 29–42. doi: 10.1177/0095798401027001002
Labov, W. (1972). Sociolinguistic Patterns. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press.
Labov, W. (1996).When Intuitions Fail. Papers from the 32nd Regional Meeting of
the Chicago Linguistics Society 32. 76–106.
Labov, W., Ash, S., Baranowski, M., Nagy, N., Ravindranath, M., and Weldon, T.
(2006). Listeners’ sensitivity to the frequency of sociolinguistic variables.
Work. Pap. Linguist. (University of Pennsylvania) 12, 10. Available at:
http://repository.upenn.edu/pwpl/vol12/iss2/10
Liberman, M. (2010). Asian Speech and Italian Text. Language Log, Nov. 15.
Available at: http://languagelog.ldc.upenn.edu/nll/?p=2779
Loman, B. (1975). “Prosodic patterns in a Negro American dialect,” in Style
and Text: Studies Presented to Nils Erik Enkvist,” eds H. Ringbom, A.
Ingberg, R. Norman, K. Nyholm, R. Westman, and K. Wikberg (Stockholm:
Sprakforlaget Skriptor AB), 219–242.
Maddox, K. B. (2004). Perspectives on racial phenotypicality bias. Pers. Soc. Psychol.
Rev. 8, 383–401. doi: 10.1207/s15327957pspr0804_4
Moonwomon, B. (1985). “Towards the study of lesbian speech,” in Proceedings of
the First Berkeley Women and Language Conference, eds S. Bremner, N. Caskey,
B. Moonwomon (Berkeley: Women and Language Group), 96–107.
Munson, B. (2011). Lavender lessons learned; or, what sexuality can teach us about
phonetic variation. Am. Speech 86, 14–31. doi: 10.1215/00031283-1277492
Newman, M., and Wu, A. (2011). “Do you sound Asian when you speak English?”
Racial identiﬁcation and voice in Chinese and Korean American’s English. Am.
Speech 86, 152–178. doi: 10.1215/00031283-1336992
Ochs, E. (1993). Constructing social identity: a language socialization perspective.
Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 26, 287–306. doi: 10.1207/s15327973rlsi2603_3
Patrick, P. (1999). Urban Jamaican Creole: Variation in the mesolect. Varieties
of English Around the World G17. Philadelphia: John Benjamins. doi:
10.1075/veaw.g17
Pennebaker, J. W., Mehl, M. R., and Niederhoﬀer, K. G. (2003). Psychological
aspects of natural language use: our words, our selves. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 54,
547–577. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145041
Pickering, M. J., and Garrod, S. (2004). Toward a mechanistic psychology of
dialogue. Behav. Brain Sci. 27, 169–189. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X04000056
Purnell, T., Idsardi, W., and Baugh, J. (1999). Perceptual and phonetic experiments
on American English dialect identiﬁcation. J. Lang. Soc. Psychol. 18, 10–30. doi:
10.1177/0261927X99018001002
Rickford, J. R., and McNair-Knox, F. (1994). Addressee-and topic-inﬂuenced
style shift: a doi:quantitative sociolinguistic study. Sociolinguist. Perspect. Reg.
235–276.
Slomanson, P. A., and Newman, M. (2004). Peer group identiﬁcation and varia-
tion in New York Latino English laterals. English World Wide 25, 199–216. doi:
10.1075/eww.25.2.03slo
Smith, E., Hall, K. C., and Munson, B. (2010). Bringing semantics to sociophonet-
ics: Social variables and secondary entailments. Lab. Phonol. 1, 121–155. doi:
10.1515/labphon.2010.007
Spears, A. K. (1998). “African-American language use: Ideology and so-called
obscenity,” in African-American English: Structure, History and Use, eds
S.M. S. S.Mufwene, J. R. Rickford, G. Bailey, and J. Baugh (London: Routledge),
226–250.
Szakay, A. (2008). Ethnic variation in voice quality in New Zealand English. Paper
presented at the 37th annual meeting on New Ways of Analyzing Variation
(NWAV 37), Houston.
Tajfel, H., and Turner, J. (1986). “The social identity theory of intergroup behavior,”
in Psychology of Intergroup Relations, eds S. Worchel and W. Austin (Chicago,
IL: Nelson-Hall), 7–24.
Thomas, E. R., and Reaser, J. (2004). Delimiting perceptual cues used for the ethnic
labeling of African American and European American voices. J. Sociolinguist. 8,
54–87. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9841.2004.00251.x
U.S. Census. (2010). Overview of Race and Hispanic Origin: 2010. U.S.
Department of Commerce. Available at: http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010
/briefs/c2010br-02.pdf [accessed September 29, 2011].
Walton, J. H., and Orlikoﬀ, R. F. (1994). Speaker race identiﬁcation from acous-
tic cues in the vocal signal. J. Speech Lang. Hear. Res. 37, 738–745. doi:
10.1044/jshr.3704.738
Warren, P., Hay, J., and Thomas, B. (2007). The loci of sound change eﬀects in
recognition and perception. Lab. Phonol. 9, 87–112.
Yuan, J., and Liberman, M. (2008). Speaker identiﬁcation on the SCOTUS corpus.
J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 123, 3878. doi: 10.1121/1.2935783
Zwicky, A. (1997). “Two lavender issues for linguists,” in Queerly Phrased:
Language, Gender, and Sexuality, eds A. Livia and K. Hall (New York: Oxford
University Press), 21–34.
Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was con-
ducted in the absence of any commercial or ﬁnancial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conﬂict of interest.
Copyright © 2015 Gaither, Cohen-Goldberg, Gidney and Maddox. This is an open-
access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted,
provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publica-
tion in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use,
distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 11 April 2015 | Volume 6 | Article 457
